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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Status 

1 . Claims 1-38 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-25 and 29-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brooks et al (US 2003/0210139) in view of Hartsog (US 4,964,060) and Becker (US 5,297,252). 

1) In considering claims 1-3: 

Brooks et al. discloses a method for evaluating security (Abstract and Fig. 1) of a facility 
having buildings (paragraphs 0004 to 0005 of page 1), the method comprising: for each building 
of the facility, providing information describing characteristics of the building (112 of Fig. 1); 
providing criteria for determining, based on the provided information, whether a building 
belongs to a particular security requirements rating, for each building of the facility, applying the 
provided criteria to determine, based on the provided information, whether a building belongs to 
a particular security requirements rating (Fig. 1, wherein individual facility security components 
as well as the facility as a whole are being evaluated) according to predefined company or 
industry standards or independent or user defined standards (0009 of page 1 ; 0027 and 0029 of 
page 3) , and generating ratings, reports and recommendations for modifications in order to raise 
the ranking/rating to a user (lines 1-4 on the left column of page 2) whereby a map or schematic 
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of the facility can be used in setting up the security evaluation (lines 1-5 on paragraph 0031 of 
page 3), and facility or facility components having a security value below a predetermined 
threshold can be identified as being in need of review and improvement (0033-0034 on pages 3- 
4). 

Hartsog discloses the comparison of building facility attributes including structural and 
security attributes to standards, regulations and codes for compliance determination (Abstract; 
Figs. 1 & 6; col. 1, lines 8-19 & 59-61; col. 2, lines 18-20; col. 5 5 lines 3-12 & 39-44; col 25, 
lines 34-36). 

Becker teaches using color-coded and flashing depiction of processed events on a 
displayed facility and floor plan map for improved event and facility status indication using 
improved spatial recognition depiction (col. 2, lines 18-22; Figs. 6, 8A-8B). 

In view of the teachings by Brooks et al. and Hartsog, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention that one reason of evaluating the 
facilities against security standards to provide ratings and recommending modifications to raise 
low ratings of facility security in a system such as taught by Brooks et al., is to determine 
security adequacy or inadequacy, and ultimately to determine security requirement compliance, 
so that a process of comparison of facility attributes to facility requirement rules to determine 
compliance analogous to the one taught by Hartsog can be used in a system such as taught by 
Brooks et al. so that the user does not have to separately mentally perform such a comparison 
between the determined security ratings against rules/regulations when determining compliance. 

Furthermore, since Brooks et al. recognizes the convenience afforded the user by using a 
map display of the facility in identifying facility security components, in view of the teachings 
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by Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the claimed invention to convey compliance status including each building of 
the facility that complies with the security requirements such as taught by Brooks et al. and 
Hartsog by way of a facility map and status indications using color code and icon-flashing such 
as taught by Becker, for example via highlight by way of a color such as green for compliance 
and red of incompliance based on user preference, in order to help the user in visually 
distinguishing and identifying it easily and conveniently through spatial recognition in the 
context of the whole facility. 

2) In considering claim 4, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, wherein: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention that a building complies the security requirements when it meets each security 
requirement, and not complying when it doesn't meet each security requirement, in a system 
such as taught by Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker. 

3) In considering claim 5, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, wherein: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention that applying of the facility security rules in a system such as taught by Brooks et al., 
Hartsog and Becker, whether those imposed by organizations, landlords, tenants, government 
agencies, indicate whether each security requirement for a building is adequate or inadequate 
thus indicating compliance or not. 



Application/Control Number: 10/632,239 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2632 

4) In considering claim 6, Brooks et al, Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 5, wherein: 

Since security requirement rules such as those imposed by regulatory bodies and 
government agencies may change over time due to various reasons, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention to indicate any 
update/mitigation of provided rules, either by way of automatic updating or manual input, when 
applying the provided rules in determining security requirement compliance for a building 
including one that has previously been deemed inadequate in a system such as taught by Brooks 
et al., Hartsog and Becker so that the evaluation is relevant to current rules and 
requirements/regulations. 

5) In considering claims 7-8, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, wherein: 

Becker teaches a user interactive display allowing user selection of a facility hierarchy 
detail and displaying to the user provided information including an indication of processed 
events and status as a convenient way of allowing a user to access such provided information 
(col. 2, lines 18-22; Figs. 6, 8A-8B). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention to incorporate a user interactive feature such as taught by Becker in a system such as 
taught by Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker so that upon receiving from a user a selection of a 
facility hierarchy detail such as a particular building of a facility, provided information for the 
selected building including the map/schematic of the facility and compliance information is 
conveyed to the user as a convenient way of selectively providing information access to the user. 
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6) In considering claim 9, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, including: 

-the claimed receiving from the user additional information on a building and reapplying 
the provided rules to determine, based on the provided and additional information, whether the 
building complies with the security requirements (0033-0034 on pages 3-4 of Brooks et al.) 

7) In considering claim 10, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, plus the consideration of claim 6 above. 

8) In considering claims 11-12, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the 
claimed subject matter obvious as in claim 1, wherein: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention that the characteristics of a building in a security evaluation system such as taught by 
Brooks et al, Hartsog and Becker relate to windows, doors, and walls as well as the use of the 
building according to 0009, 0021-0026 and 0004-0006 of Brooks et al. whereby the facilities 
includes various different types/uses of buildings. 

9) In considering claim 13, Brooks et aL, Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, including: 

-the claimed provided information is derived from map information of the facility is met 
by the identification assignment of various areas, spaces and access points of the facility using a 
map or schematic of the facility (0031 of Brooks et al) for use in attribute inputs which would be 
location specific, such as by use of positional coordinates or other spatial identification within 
the facility (i.e. derived from map information). 
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10) In considering claim 14, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, wherein: 

Since the security values of Brooks et al. are calculated as a function of the security 
measures installed at the facility components and based on predefined company or industry 
standards (0029 on page 3), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the claimed invention that to include in the rules in a system such as taught by Brooks et 
al., Hartsog and Becker calculation rules for calculating values from the provided information 
and requirements rules for determining whether a security requirement is complied with based on 
the provided information and the calculated values. 

1 1) In considering claims 15-17, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the 
claimed subject matter obvious as in claim 1, including: 

-the claimed facility is a military installation, campus of a nonmilitary organization in 
the form of a company is met by 0004-0006 of Brooks et al. 

12) In considering claims 18-20, Brooks et al, Hartsog and Becker render all of the 
claimed subject matter obvious as in claim 1, including: 

-the claimed wherein the displayed map includes road, parking and facility perimeter 
information (0005, 0009, 0020-0027 and 0031 of Brooks et al. in combination with the displayed 
map of Becker). 

13) In considering claim 21, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, wherein: 

Since security requirement rules such as those imposed by regulatory bodies and 
government agencies may change over time due to various reasons so that security requirements 
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may be mitigated, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
claimed invention to indicate any mitigation information on the displayed map in a system such 
as taught by Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker so that a user of the displayed map is aware of 
such mitigation information and as a result can interpret the displayed compliance information 
correctly, which is in the context of the current mitigated rules/requirements and not of the old. 

14) In considering claim 22, Brooks et al, Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 1, including 

The claimed wherein a security requirement may be relaxed to assist in evaluating the 
benefit of complying with the nonrelaxed security requirement (0033 on pages 3-4 of Brooks et 
al.) 

15) In considering claims 23-25, Brooks et al, Hartsog and Becker render all of the 
claimed subject matter obvious as in the consideration of claim 1. 

16) In considering claim 29, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 23, plus the consideration of claim 3. 

17) In considering claim 30, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 23, plus the consideration of claim 6. 

18) In considering claim 31, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 23, plus the consideration of claim 7. 

19) In considering claim 32, Brooks et al, Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 23, plus the consideration of claim 9. 

20) In considering claim 33, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 23, plus the consideration of claim 10. 
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21) In considering claim 34, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in the consideration of claim 23. 

22) In considering claim 35, Brooks et al, Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 34, including: 

-the claimed including means for providing information for an element describing 
measures taken to mitigate risks of a security requirement (0033-0034, pgs. 3-4 of Brooks et al.) 

23) In considering claim 36, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 34, plus the consideration of claims 3 & 29. 

24) In considering claim 37, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in the consideration of claims 1 and 23, wherein: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed 
invention that the computerized evaluation processes of a method such as taught by Brooks et al., 
Hartsog and Becker can be implemented as instructions for controlling a computer system to 
perform such processes and contained/stored in a computer-readable medium for convenient 
transport and distribution. 

25) In considering claim 38, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 37, wherein: 

-the claimed said security requirement are designed to reduce the risk of a terrorist attack 
on the facility constitutes an intended use, or the inherent effect, of the facility security 
evaluation and recommendation system/method of Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker. 
4. Claims 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brooks et 
al. in view of Hartsog, Becker and Megerle (US 6,610,977). 
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1) In considering claims 26-27, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the 
claimed subject matter obvious as in claim 23, while: 

Megerle teaches the including of screening/detection of biological and chemical hazards 
and thus providing security/protection thereto. 

In view of the teachings by Brooks et al., Hartsog, Becker and Megerle, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention to include 
biological and chemical hazards security requirements such as taught by Megerle in a facility 
security evaluation system such as taught Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker so as to provide 
compliance information for such biological and chemical hazards security requirements as well 
for facilities prone to or having potential biological and chemical hazards. 
5. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brooks et al. in 
view of Hartsog, Becker and Bache (US 6,651,011). 

1) In considering claims 28, Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker render all of the claimed 
subject matter obvious as in claim 23, while: 

Bache teaches the known use of facility construction having protection against aerial 
hazards as a security measure (col. 12, lines 13-43). 

In view of the teachings by Brooks et al, Hartsog, Becker and Bache, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention to include aerial 
hazard security requirements such as the standard established by Bache in a facility security 
evaluation system such as taught Brooks et al., Hartsog and Becker so as to provide compliance 
information for such aerial hazard security requirement as well for facilities prone to or having 
potential for aerial hazards. 
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Conclusion 



6. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. 

1) US 5650800, 5440498, 6293861, 2003/0127122, 5295062, 6003010, 5977872, 
6701281, 5726884 

-Various similar known facility security display and/or evaluation methods/systems. 
7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin C. Lee whose telephone number is (571) 272-2963. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon -Fri 1 1 :00Am-7:30Pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Daniel Wu can be reached on (571) 272-2964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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